Nov 11, 2007

FCC Public Comménts | F\\.EW ABQJE?-‘E“

443 12th Street 3SW .
Washington, DC 20554 DEC -3 2007

As a Utah consumer interested in protecting competition, innovaﬂ?@ﬁ%ﬁ%&ﬁ#ﬁ%&ﬁﬁﬁmmmm
and legitimate use of cable TV content, I urge you to refuse requests '

for waivers of 47 CFR 76.1204(a) (1) by NCTA, Charter, Verizon, and all
other cable providers. The FCC's integration ban, which in effect
requires cable companies to integrate CableCARDs into their own
set-top boxes, remains good policy today.

Now ten years after the Telecommunications Act of 1996, cable 5
companies have dragged their feet long enough on competitive

alternatives to proprietary set-top boxes, thus hampering innovation

and harming consumers. The integration ban will also help market

competition prevent further restrictions on cable subscribers' ability
to make legitimate use of recorded content. ‘

By adopting content protection limits (encoding rules) in docket no.
97-80, the Commission recognized the importance of allowing consumers
to make certain uses of TV content, regardless of a particular cable
provider's or copyright holder's wishes. With competition spurred on

by the integration ban, consumers would have the freedom to choose the
least restrictive cable-compatible device available. The CableCARD
standard already prescribes restrictions that harm consumers by
limiting non-infringing uses, and such restrictions will get even
worse if cable providers' set~top boxes are unchecked by competition.

Please refuse requests for waivers of 47 CFR 76.1204(a) (1).
Sincerely,
Mr, Peter Olsen

1467 N 1250 W
Orem, UT 84057-6543
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As a consumer interested in protecting competition, innovation, and
legitimate use of cable TV content, I urge you to refuse requests for
waivers of 47 CFR 76.1204(a) (1) by NCTA, Charter, Verizon, and all
other cable providers. The FCC's integration ban, which in effect
requilres cable companies to integrate CableCARDs intoc their own
set-top boxes, remains good policy today.

Now ten years after the Telecommunications Act of 1996, cable
companies have dragged their feet long enough on competitive
alternatives to proprietary set-top boxes, thus hampering innovation
and harming consumers. The integration ban will also help market

competition prevent further restrictions on cable subscribers' ability %
to make legitimate use of recorded content.

By adopting content protection limits {(encoding rules) in docket no.
97~80, the Commission recognized the importance of allowing consumers
to make certain uses of TV content, regardless of a particular cable
provider's or copyright holder's wishes. With competition spurred on

by the integration ban, consumers would have the freedom to choose the
least restrictive cable-compatible device available. The CableCARD
standard already prescribes restrictions that harm consumers by
limiting non-infringing uses, and such restrictions will get even
worse if cable providers' set-top boxes are unchecked by competition.

Please refuse requests for waivers of 47 CFR 76.1204(a) (1).
Sincerely,
Mr. CHARLES BERRY

21 Doyle St
Westbrook, ME 04092-4083
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As a consumer interested in protecting competition, innovatioﬁ?mgg mupications Commission -
legitimate use of cable TV content, I urge you to refuse reguests ggﬂMS%wmw
waivers.of 47 CFR 76.1204(a) (1) by NCTA, Charter, Verizon, and all '
other cabkle providers. The FCC's integration ban, which in effect
requires cable companies to integrate CableCARDs into their own
set—-top boxes, remains good policy today.

Now ten years after the Telecommunications Act of 1996, cable !
companies have dragged thelr feet long enough on competitive ;
alternatives to proprietary set-top boxes, thus hampering innovation !
and harming consumers, The integration ban will also help market f

competition prevent further restrictions on cable subscribers' abilit:
to make legitimate use of recorded content.

By adopting content protection limits (encoding rules) in docket no.
97~80, .the Commission recognized the importance of allowing consumers
to make certain uses of TV content, regardless of a particular cable
provider's or copyright holder's wishes. With competition spurred on

by the integration ban, consumers would have the freedom to choose the
least restrictive cable-compatible device available. The CableCARD
standard already prescribes restrictions that harm consumers by
limiting non-infringing uses, and such restrictions will get even
worse if cable providers' set-top boxes are unchecked by competition.

Please refuse requests for waivers of 47 CEFR 76.1204 (a) (1).
Sincerely,
Mr. Michael Englehorn

8419 3rd Ave S
Bloomington, MN 55420-2343
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As a consumer interested in protecting competition, lnnovatlogﬁwongswmww

legitimate use of cable TV content, I urge you to refuse requests for
walvers of 47 CFR 76.1204(a) (1) by NCTA, Charter, Verizon, and all
other cable providers. The FCC's integration ban, which in effect
requires cable companies to integrate CableCARDs into their own
set-top boxes, remains good policy today.

Now ten years after the Telecommunications Act of 1996, cable
companies have dragged their feet long enough on competitive
alternatives to proprietary set-top boxes, thus hampering innovation
and harming consumers. The integration ban will also help market

competition prevent further restrictions on cable subscribers' ability
to make legitimate use of recorded content.

By adopting content protection limits (encoding rules) in docket no.
97-80, the Commission recognized the importance of allowing consumers
to make certain uses of TV content, regardless of a particular cable
provider's or copyright holder's wishes. With competition spurred on

by the integration ban, consumers would have the freedom to choose the
least restrictive cable~compatible device available. The CableCARD
standard already prescribes restrictions that harm consumers by
limiting non-infringing uses, and such restrictions will get even
worse if cable providers' set-top boxes are unchecked by competition.

Please refuse requests for waivers of 47 CFR 76.1204(a) (1).
Sincerely,
Mr. Richard Archambault

206 1/2 S Martel Ave
Los Angeles, CA 90036-2712
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As a consumer interested in protecting competition, innovation, and
legitimate use of cable TV content, I urge you to refuse requests for

waivers of 47 CFR 76.1204(a) (1) by NCTA, Charter, Verizon, and all

other cable providers. The FCC's integration ban, which in effect
requires cable companies to integrate CableCARDs into their own

'set-top boxes, remains good policy today.

Now ten yvears after the Telecommunications Act of 1996, cable

companies have dragged their feet long enough on competitive
alternatives to proprietary set-top boxes, thus hampering innovation
and harming consumers. The integration ban will alsoc help market

competition prevent further restrictions on cable subscribers' ability
to make legitimate use of recorded content.

By adopting content protection limits (encoding rules) in docket no.
97-80, the Commission recognized the importance of allowing consumers
to make certain uses of TV content, regardless of a particular cable
provider's or copyright holder's wishes. With competition spurred on

by the integration ban, consumers would have the freedom to choose the
least restrictive cable-compatible device available. The CableCARD
standard already prescribes restrictions that harm consumers by
limiting non-infringing uses, and such restrictions will get even
worse if cable providers' set-top boxes are unchecked by competition.

Please refuse requests for walvers of 47 CFR 76.1204(a) (1).
Sincerely,
Mr. Richard Archambault

206 1/2 S Martel Ave
Los Angeles, CA 90036-2712
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1. the telephone number of the individual or company who called or faxed you:
2. your telephone number(s) on which the call or fax was received:
3. a description of the telemarketing call, pre-recorded message, or unsblicited fax, including an
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(1) Date of Program;
(2) Time of Program:
(3) Network:
(4) Call Sign, Channel OR Frequency of the station on which you viewed/heard the material:
(5) City and State Where Program Was Viewed:
(6) Name of Program or DJ/Personality/Song/Film:

Updated?,

Ext:
Ext:

Ext:

[ANALYSiS SECTION - -
Correspondence Type: O com plaint O Inquiry  Source Code:
Apparent Carrier(s): Re-Serve Carrier(s):
Responding Carrier(s): Assigned Subject Code:
Activity Code: Direct Assigned Code Acronym:
Final Responsible Party: Sub-Category:
Additional Sub-Category:
Copy of Response Sent to O Yes O No
Consumer by Carrier?:
Mediation with O Yes O No Response Type:

Carrier/Complainant?:

Referral Information
Date Referred:

Referred To: Agency Name(s): Company Name(s):




Actionable Case:
DNC Enforcement Letter Generated?

DNC More Info Letter Generated? .
DNC Exemption Letter Generated?
Non DNC More Info Letter Generated?
DNC Citation Letter Generated?

DNC No Action Letter Generated?

Deferment Information

Date Deferred:

Date UnDeferred:

Extension Information:

Extension Requested: O Yes @ No
Extension Granted: O Yes @ No

Reason:

SO TFAX No Action Letter Generated?

H\lone

SERVE INFORMATION ___

COMMENTS

Comment History:

[DOCUMENT HISTORY

Createdby | OSCARServer

Last Edited by

Date

Date |

11/26/2007 11:39 AM




